Towards a normative theory of the information society In spite of a forceful undertow of erudite scepticism, there has been a growing appreciation of the importance of information policy as both a field of scholarly interest and a public policy preoccupation. It is not difficult to see why this should be the case. If we live in an information society, as many -although not all -believe, then information policy, it seems to follow, must be of paramount, or at least major, importance. Yet, in both theory and practice,
information policy has not yet reached any kind of satisfying plateau. In academe, information policy suffers from disciplinary territorialism, conceptual underdevelopment, and even the absence of a widely accepted definition. In the real world, too, policies promulgated as information policies have often lacked coherence, while, at the same time, many policies that are (arguably) information policies continue to be presented under alternative headings. All of this reflects the chronic amorphousness of the central concept, information, and consequent confusion concerning the objectives of an information society. The aim in the present paper is to try to demarcate the academic specialism of information policy with greater precision, building on useful recent work mainly from an information studies mould, and then also to suggest some paths down which the field could go in the future.
The discussion will begin with a brief history of information policy, highlighting Marc Porat's (1977) seminal contribution to the development of contemporary terminology and conventions. The current condition of information policy is then ascertained, with special emphasis both on the scope of its subject matter -exactly which policy issues are covered? -and on the specialism's location within the galaxy of academic disciplines. It will be argued that information policy should be understood as a multi-disciplinary formation whose academic sources, while already diverse, will need to expand further in directions such as political philosophy and futurology. Information policy thus needs to be more clearly positioned as a normative field, one that utilizes rigorous axiological reasoning to articulate goals for the future of society. The remainder of the paper centres around a proposal that information policy fits inside the larger interdisciplinary field of information society studies, where it occupies a normative role in prescribing conceptions of the good information society. In short, I will be suggesting that information policy should be defined as the normative theory of the information society. However, the article is offered primarily as a meta-level review, as a small, and far from complete, contribution to conceptual groundwork, rather than as a vehicle for the author's opinions about the normative content of policy.
A brief history of information policy
As already implied, the idea of information policy is to some extent rooted in larger claims about the existence and nature of a so-called information society. While numerous full-scale examinations of the information society thesis and the accompanying information society debate are available elsewhere (Lyon 1988; Duff 2000; Dearnley & Feather 2001; Mackay et al. 2002; May 2002; Webster 2002) , some introductory remarks will be germane to our purposes here. The first strongly recognizable argument to the effect that a modern nation was undergoing structural transformation towards an information society can be found in Fritz Machlup's (1962) The Production and Distribution of Knowledge in the United States. Machlup, an economist, built his case on a new reading of occupational and national income statistics, arguing that the fastest-growing industries in the USA were essentially engaged in various forms of knowledge production and dissemination; these included education, research and development, and the media, among others. At much the same time in Japan, a joho shakai (information society) or johoka shakai ('informationized' society) tradition was getting off the ground, drawing upon telecommunications research into the massive growth of information flows in society. This probably constituted the world's first comprehensive effort to measure the widely observed 'information explosion' (Ito 1981) . A third version of the information society thesis had also long been gestating: soon to become the best known of the three, it stressed the role of technology, especially computers, in the 'informatization' of society (e.g. Nora & Minc 1980) . Much of this output fell, predictably enough, straight into the trap of crude technological determinism, but in its more sophisticated expressions (Miles et al. 1988; Slevin 2000) it has helped to explain the social, economic and political significance of the information technology 'revolution'.
In addition to this triumvirate of more or less sui generis schools of thought, there has been a small elite cadre of information society theorists harbouring the more ambitious aim of working up a synthetic account of the information age in all of its dimensions. The classic statement is sociologist Daniel Bell's (1999 Bell's ( [1973 ) The Coming of Post-Industrial Society. It is difficult to exaggerate the impact of Bell's eloquent advocacy of post-industrialism, not only throughout academe, but also on policy makers across the world (Duff 1998) . In his introduction to a special anniversary edition, Bell (1999, p. ix) notes with evident satisfaction that 'the term, the phrase, the idea, the concept of postindustrial society has passed into common currency and the academic lexicon'. He reels off a list of public figures known to have cited his concept, including Leon Brittan (European Commissioner), Margaret Thatcher, Bill Clinton, Tony Blair, and even the Unabomber: these (in)famous persons are merely a fraction of the worldwide audience that has come into some kind of receptive contact with Bellian theses about the existence of 'new principles of innovation, new modes of social organization, and new classes in society' (Bell 1999, p. xi) . As Bell was writing his afterword, Manuel Castells was completing publication of the first edition of The Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture (Castells 1996 (Castells , 1997 (Castells , 1998 . Castells also sought to fuse various sources of the information society thesis into a compendious macro-level synthesis, offering additionally -in these two respects he goes appreciably beyond Bell -an explicitly global frame of reference and a focus on contemporary networked systems such as the Internet. It is only against this backdrop that the emergence of information policy can be understood.
Given that people have only comparatively recently come to sharp consciousness of the importance of information in society, it is not surprising that the term 'information policy' does not enjoy a long pedigree. However, a standard point in historical sketches is that de facto information policy could be said to have existed ever since governments started addressing matters such as privacy and copyright. Thus, when John Locke (upon whose treatises the US Constitution is of course partly based) identified privacy as a natural right, he was in effect arguing for a policy to guarantee the protection of personal information. Similarly, the copyright clause of the Constitution can be construed as a recognition of the need for political regulation of innovative scientific information (Hernon & Relyea 1991; Relyea 2001) . Mairead Browne (1997a, p. 261) goes back further, observing wryly that 'Galileo was at the receiving end of Papal information policy when he sought an imprimatur to publish his exploration of Copernican theory'. But she and others also correctly argue that information policies in that sense (and one could of course cite much earlier legal formulations) tended to be incidental to other policy preoccupations. They should therefore be classed as conceptually quite distinct from the later idea of information policy as a direct response to issues predicated on the growth of public consciousness of an information society.
Is it possible, then, to assign a date for the inception of information policy proper? Browne herself mentions the Weinberg Committee, which advised the US government on ways to improve the flow of scientific and technical information (STI) after Russia's unexpected achievement of space flight with Sputnik. This report, she relates, spurred self-conscious information policy activity all over the western world -so here perhaps was a straightforward example of high technology shaping government policy, although, of course, national rivalries supplied the motive. Speaking in a similar vein, it could be said that the starting point in Britain was D. J. Urquhart's (1948) proposal for a national lending library, a post-war document that also addressed the issue of dissemination of STI and that helped to create the momentum for the creation of the British Library. But such claims are -as everyone would admit -arbitrary, and, in any case, STI is only one narrow branch of information, albeit a particularly important one. Viewing information more comprehensively, one would, I suggest, be led towards Japanese documents: for Japan's political, academic and industrial leaderships were aware at the dawn of the so-called information age of the significance of information and its new technologies, and had no qualms about pursuing intensive johoka policies. The Japan Computer Usage Development Institute (JACUDI) published as early as 1972 an uncompromising national plan couched in impeccable post-industrialist terms:
In the advanced countries, de-industrialization is now under way, and the world is generally and steadily shifting from the industrialized society to the information society. Therefore, this committee proposes the establishment of a new national target, 'Realization of the Information Society'. (JACUDI 1974, p. 175) However, as regards English-language materials, Marc Uri Porat's landmark work of a few years later is probably the firmest starting point for information policy. The Information Economy (Porat 1977) was not the first discussion of policy issues arising from the putative informatization of advanced economies, but it crystallized the idea of information policy in several crucial ways. First, it embraced the language of the 'information economy' and 'information society', replacing Machlup's awkward phrase 'knowledge production and distribution' and Bell's tendentious slogan 'post-industrialism'. In addition, Porat actually employed the term 'information policy', using it thoroughly and systematically, including supplying a definition and the first detailed English-language typology. He also approached information policy in the all-encompassing multi-disciplinary sense in which it tends now to be understood, and, as a result, was one of the first writers in the west to vigorously promote the ideal of a national information policy. The latter, I will argue, is the stuff of illusions, but there can be little doubt that an understanding of Porat's benchmark position is a helpful place to begin an analysis of information policy. 'The foundation of the information economy, ' Porat (1977, vol. 1, pp. 205) wrote, 'our new central fact, is the computer. Its ability to manipulate and process information represents a profound departure from our modest human abilities.' Stripped down to essentials, much of the voluminous theorizing that has gone forth under the rubric of information policy has been predicated on this 'new central fact' of computerized information processing. But Porat was perceptive enough to recognize that stand-alone computers were only part of the picture. He continued:
The computer is one essential component of the information infrastructure. The other member of the infrastructure is the telecommunication network. The telephone lines, microwave stations, satellites and frequency spectrum are the analogs to the electrical and transportation grids of the industrial economy. (Porat 1977, vol. 1, p. 205) Policy, he believed, should be set against this socio-technical backdrop of dynamic networks of information in a post-industrial society. 'The offspring of that irresistible union,' he foresaw, 'are the policy problems of the future, and the relevant policy agencies are now beginning to broaden their sights to include the computer and telecommunications' (Porat 1977, vol. 1, p. 206) . Defining information policy formally as 'the issues raised by the combined effects of information technologies (computers and telecommunications) on market and nonmarket events' (Porat 1977, vol. 1, p. 207) , Porat argued that information technologies affect not just the industries that produce them but the rest of the economy too. Ergo, policy responses needed to be not just 'vertical' but also 'horizontal', and thus to be driven not by narrow technologists but by politically accountable bodies acting on behalf of society as a whole. As a way of framing a basic understanding of information policy that is perfectly satisfactory. Yet, when Porat came to spell out in an extensive typology the various branches of information policy, his list went well beyond concerns naturally associated with information and telecommunications and became, arguably, unreasonably large. For example, from the unexceptionable premise that education is among those 'horizontal' sectors penetrated by information technology, he saw fit to deduce that information policy should incorporate education policy itself, and also literacy, job satisfaction, unemployment, quality of life, rehabilitation, recidivism reduction, copyright, school management, library efficiency and equality of opportunity (Porat 1977, vol. 1, p. 215) . Similarly, his information policy remit swallowed up most of the perennial challenges of journalism, including affordability of new technology, the impact of centralized editorial staffs on local diversity, alterations in the scope and content of news coverage, concentration of media ownership, survival of national dailies, and broadband and satellite capacity for electronic distribution of news. As regards non-information sectors, the reach of information policy was even wider: everything from energy planning to tanker safety, to use of paramedics, to aesthetics of architecture, to regulation of the domestic airline industry, to national security (Porat 1977, vol. 1, pp. 218-227) .
This scope of information policy runs, unfortunately, on what the social philosopher R. H. Tawney once called a robust non sequitur. Health issues affect all persons in all sectors of the economy, but it does not follow that education policy, industrial policy, media policy and every other policy comes under 'health policy'. Perhaps a form of technological determinism was responsible. The rather sudden appearance of a seemingly all-purpose new technologyinformation machines -may have mesmerized Porat into thinking that the future belonged more or less entirely to the architects and executives of information policy. Perhaps he failed to appreciate the interactive nature of technology-policy relations, or what we now refer to as the 'social shaping of technology ' (Williams & Edge 1996) . But, in any case, to thus throw wide the boundaries of information policy is politically unrealistic since it is impossible to imagine a government minister for information convincing ministerial colleagues that education policy and prisoner recidivism, and all the rest, are part of his or her brief. Porat did to some extent draw in the reins by emphasizing a policy-coordinating role rather than an executive one. 'The essence of our recommendation,' he proclaimed, 'is to develop an analytical capability (somewhere in the Executive Branch) whose charge is to establish a horizontal perspective' (Porat 1977, vol. 1, pp. 241 ). This proposed forum would coordinate and monitor interdepartmental policy formation, rather than formulate or implement it. Yet Porat wanted his 'analytical capability' located literally inside the White House, with budgetary influence and access to the President himself. Needless to say, his practical recommendations were never taken up, and I suspect that even Al Gore -famous, of course, for championing information policy during the Clinton administrations -would have demurred. However, the idea of a national information policy has remained a strong attraction among theoreticians, as will be seen in the next section.
The present state of information policy
Now, twenty-five or more years later, the information policy field continues to grow. In a recent bibliometric survey, Ian Rowlands (1999b) identified no less than 771 articles pertaining to information policy in the period 1972-1996, and calculated that the volume has been doubling every six years. Moreover, there have been doctoral theses from major universities (e.g. Regan 1981 ) and collections from many of the leading academic presses (e.g. Loader 1998; Dutton 1999) , in addition to innumerable actual policy documents. Here, three areas are pinpointed where information policy thinking has been notably active, namely issue inventories, academic identity and national information policy. What, in these key respects, is the state of current thinking, and how might it be improved upon?
Issue inventories
Definitions lie, of course, at the heart of the matter. It will be assumed that the word 'policy' is relatively uncontentious: UNESCO's rendition as 'a set of principles and strategies which guide a course of action for the achievement of a given goal' (cited in Aman & Buchanan 1997, p. 5) , or something along those lines, is serviceable in the present context. The problem is rather with the word 'information', one of the 'godwords' (Roszak 1994, p. 19 ) of the age, but also -perhaps rather like 'God' -one of the most misappropriated and misunderstood. The result of this long-standing semantic under-determination has been, as Rowlands (1996, p. 14) elsewhere observes, a 'fuzzy set' of policy issues. This is evident if one compares the various inventories of information policy issues thrown up in the recent literature (e.g. Hernon & Relyea 1991, pp. 190-191; Burger 1993, p. 3; Rowlands 1999b, p. 60) . While no one seems today to be defending the full Poratian panorama, there remains a great deal of uncertainty over the scope of information policy, about whether, for example, it should include information technology (IT) industry policies or information resource management (IRM) practices. Here a brief attempt to normalize the situation will be made: the production of a workable inventory is obviously an essential first step on the road to a normative theory of the information society.
If one sprang the question 'What is information policy?' on an innocent bystander, her reply would probably make some kind of reference to govern-mental attitudes to the dissemination of official information. What is being identified is the public availability of potentially useful or important documents, a world mediated by such professions as law librarians, investigative journalists and pressure-group researchers. Kirsti Nilsen's (2001) survey of the impact on the behaviour of social scientists of the Canadian government's decision to privatize, with consequent sharp price increases, the nation's statistical materials is a good case study of this central information policy issue. More generally, we can with safety say that freedom of information (FOI) issues are at the core of information policy. Theodore Roszak (1994, pp. 3-6) helpfully casts information as the set of responses to the request for 'information, please '. Daniel Bell (1985, p. 17 ) is more specific: 'Information is news, facts, statistics, reports, legislation, tax-codes, judicial decisions, resolutions and the like.' Both authorities, I take it, are honouring, in a laudably Wittgensteinian manner, our underlying 'ordinary language' understanding of information as factual propositions and accurate, meaningful data.
Privacy, and also the now highly fashionable area of data protection, are, of course, the other side of the FOI coin, and must therefore feature on any normative list. Official secrecy policy, too, can be seen as a logical extension of FOI, albeit very much a specialism in its own right. But where should the list go next? Many inventories include freedom of speech, but that is much broader than FOI. It is not clear that all ethico-political questions of expression are relevant since other subsets of expression, such as artistic freedom, seem to fall more naturally under cultural or educational policy. Much the same can certainly be said of literacy. The library community has, unsurprisingly, been concerned with national library and archives policy, and more widely with the development of efficient scientific, technical and medical (STM) documentation networks. Both of these areas sit uncontroversially in any inventory of information policy. The economics of government information, i.e. the problem of which official publications should be treated as private or public goods, is also germane to information policy. In this connection, copyright and intellectual property rights (IPR) are now absolutely crucial, not least since hubristic private corporations started claiming copyright in the human genetic code ('Patenting life' 2000) .
There can be no doubt too that national and international policies in the aforementioned areas, including what are called transborder or transnational data flows, are a proper object of information policy thinking, even if the allenveloping Porat variety is not necessarily desirable. IT industry policy is beyond its scope, however. Computer scientists do indeed have a considerable voice in information policy debates, but that voice speaks not technically but politically -on issues like regulation of the information superhighway or computer surveillance under democracy (e.g. Sterling 1986; Kizza 1998). By the same token, the technical details of government computer systems, IRM, and the like, are not part of information policy proper. Broadcasting and associated matters, mentioned in some recent inventories as well as in Porat's blueprint, are a moot point. Traditionally assigned to the quite distinct field of media policy and regulation and covering a much wider swathe of communications, they pose genuine problems for the conceptualization of information policy. The issue is addressed directly below. But leaving that aside, we seem to have arrived at the following new inventory. It is hoped that this makes a little clearer the central issues of information policy -at any rate, it is designedly less over-populated than the 'fuzzy set' resident in Porat's original typology: 
Normative List of Information Policy Issues

Academic identity
A glance at the list above suffices to show that information policy issues touch on many disciplines, including library and information studies, economics, politics, computer studies, sociology, and communication. Is it possible then to speak of information policy as having an academic identity? Thus far, most of the meta-level studies of information policy have come from the library and information studies (a.k.a. information science) stable, often sponsored by the British Library (e.g. Grieves 1998). Rowlands (1999b, p. 60) says that of the 771 information policy articles in his data set, no less than 540 were published in library and information studies journals; other fields fell massively below, with law claiming ninety-two papers, public administration thirty-two, political science thirty-one, communication studies twenty-six, social sciences (sic) twenty-four, and business and management fifteen. Elsewhere, he has produced a fascinating scientometric portrait of the field as he sees it, including a roster of significant authors; in most cases, of course, these are from a library and information studies background (Rowlands 1999a) . Even within that venerable discipline, however, there is a recognition that interdisciplinarity is the way forward for information policy thinking. Thus, while allowing that it is 'an accepted part of the field of information studies', Browne (1997a, pp. 263-264) argues that information policy needs to 'become truly interdisciplinary and develop entirely new frameworks of its own'. Such must be the correct approach: instead of trying to monopolize information policy in one or other academic territory, we ought to encourage as large a measure as possible of disciplinary and methodological pluralism. I pick up this issue in a later section of the paper.
Before moving on, however, more must be said about media and communication studies. A curious feature of most of the academic work published so far under the information policy rubric is the paucity of references to the mass media. Porat himself was a communication scholar. On Rowlands's roster, however, only Flaherty and Katz, two names out of twenty-one, have a communication affiliation. Browne (1997a, p. 263 ) mentions in passing 'anxieties about media ownership', but leaves it more or less at that. There is little doubt that this situation reflects the commentators' background in library and information studies, a field traditionally far apart from communication and one that, put bluntly, has been much more comfortable with computers than with radio or television. Collaborative work has occasionally contemplated rapprochement. For example, Schement and Curtis (1995, p. 166) define information policy as 'all policies relating to the allocation of resources for purposes of institutionalizing information and for providing access to channels of communication'. They register the affinity between information and communication policy, although they decide in favour of the former:
We recognize that information policies and communication policies denote different but overlapping sets of choices. But due to the more common use of the modifier information in the literature, we have chosen the phrase information policy to define both. (Schement & Curtis 1995, pp. 166-167) From the other side of this disciplinary fence, communication scholars have begun to theorize the information age under the moving spotlight of technological convergence. For example, Minoru Sugaya (2000, p. 31) , professor of media policy and economics at Japan's Keio University, argues in favour of 'a new philosophy of regulation for the age of convergence', and posits a dual structure comprising centralized regulation of broadcasting and local self-regulation of the Internet. Similar kinds of messages about convergence have also been emerging from media circles in Europe (e.g. Levy 1999; Independent Television Commission n.d.). The present writer too has recently argued for fusion, even touting the neologism 'information media policy' (Duff 2002) . However, a strong case can still be made for keeping the two fields separate. 'Information', in its ordinary language usage, still means something very different from 'media'. As was pointed out above, 'information' to most people means factual statements and the like; with 'media', on the other hand, we think of Hollywood, soap opera, entertainment. But, if so, is an immediate conflation of the specialisms of information policy and media policy a feasible step? Moreover, to converge at the theoretical level could simply play into the hands of the private sector interests that stand to gain most from a further blurring of the lines between information and entertainment. One could make a case that information policy should work hard to maintain its niche in 'hard' information in contradistinction to 'soft' media flows. Such a stance might entail that news and other staples of presumptively objective information -by all accounts, the lifeblood of democracy -will earn more public respect and hence generate more state funding, at any rate in countries with a strong tradition of public-sector involvement in the info sphere. But this important cultural debate still needs to be played out.
The quest for a national and international information policy
The search for a national information policy has been perhaps the dominant theme in recent years, attaining almost totemic proportions in some circles. This is another obvious bequest from Porat's pioneering formulations. It also reflects the premise with which my paper started, that discussions of information policy are an aspect of the wider information society debate, or that 'national information policy discussions increasingly assume some concept of the information society as context and justification for considering specific policy directions' (Chang 1995, p. 25) . We are constantly subjected to deterministic-sounding statements, veritable ultimata, such as this from an oft-cited document known as the Rockefeller Report: 'To debate whether there should be a National Information Policy is pointless. There will be such a policy.' There is only a stark choice of an 'articulated, coherent national information policy' or 'an assortment of inarticulate, incoherent, overlapping policies' (cited in Hill 1995, p. 273) . In a similar vein, Nick Moore (1998, p. 343) has criticized the 'very British approach to [information] policy making'. 'We are far,' he continues, 'from having a wide-ranging vision which sets the tone for the subsequent coordinated development of a coherent policy framework.' Elsewhere Moore (1997) speaks, to some extent approvingly, of alleged information policy successes of East Asian regimes. Charles Oppenheim (1996) , another leading voice for a national information policy in the UK, argues Porat-style that the information policy agenda should be the responsibility of a single cabinet minister in charge of a national information infrastructure task force; its remit would include privacy and data protection, copyright, public and national libraries, the Internet, citizens advice bureaus, FOI and e-democracy.
Enthusiasm for an integrated information policy is not confined to the national stage. The logic of a coordinated approach leads its adherents to propound a regional response to the putative absurdity of policy fragmentation. Sillince (1994) , for example, maintains that European Commission information policy has been hampered by its subjection to a succession of competing paradigms, ranging from protectionism to an acceptance of globalization, from collaboration to deregulation. 'These paradigms,' he complains, 'have been used in an unplanned way, so that methods in favour at one time have conflicted with the aims of information policy at another' (Sillince 1994, p. 234) . Perhaps by way of response, the European Commission now sees itself as in the business of what it calls 'information society policy' (Ducatel et al. 2000) , a portmanteau term, which is being used as an astute political device for pushing through farreaching policies covering the whole societal range of economy, culture and polity. This dissatisfaction with policy fragmentation has obvious parallels in the media policy literature too, as in the periodic calls for a regulatory body with powers over all media in Europe (e.g. Ostergaard 1998) .
And, of course, such Europeanism can be outdone by those clamouring for a fully international approach. If globalization comes top of recent lists of the themes of descriptive information society studies (Alvarez & Kilbourn 2002, p. 5) , it will feature a fortiori in information policy. Thomas Surprenant (1987, p. 51) helpfully traces international information policy right back to the NWICO (New World Information and Communication Order) era, whenhard though it is to believe -there was genuine political talk of the establishment of an international deontology and of rectification of imbalances in copyright and the distribution of telecommunications resources (MacBride 1980; for a more recent attempt to articulate a liberal information constitution, see Lessig 1999) . The work of the Harvard Information Infrastructure Projecta project, sadly, now terminated -was also largely devoted to fostering policy discussions surrounding the global information infrastructure (e.g. Kahin & Nesson 1997) . The global imperative for information policy is currently being given a significant boost by organizations such as the Global Knowledge Partnership and the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), particularly as part of the latter's impending World Summit on the Information Society (ITU 2003) . However, it remains to be seen how successful these initiatives will be in their encroachments on the sovereignty of the nation state.
Future directions for information policy
In this final section, I suggest some of the directions in which information policy should go in the foreseeable future. An interface that must be explored is information policy's relationship with political philosophy. There is also much to be said for experimenting with futures studies, a field some see as being at the opposite end of the spectrum from political philosophy in terms of academic pedigree. Finally, further details will be filled in regarding the conception of information policy as a subset of information society studies, or as the normative theory of the information society.
Information policy and political philosophy
Axiology, the theory of values and, specifically, political philosophy, is now a crucial area for cultivation. The British electorate, like many across Europe, has returned governments that have engineered a paradigm slide from information as an inalienable public good to information as a pure commodity. The USA, too, has long been witnessing the 'mounting tension' between information as 'value additive' and information as a 'uniquely distributable public good' (Koenig 1995) . However, while this much is quite well understood in the various communities interested in information policy, there has been a widespread lack of rigour and sophistication in the axiological analysis. The state of affairs prompted Rowlands (1996) to call for the development of value-critical and paradigm-critical approaches, and Browne (1997a, b) to follow up with an argument for a less positivistic, more prescriptive outlook. Both interventions are helpful. However, the axiological development of information policy must now go well beyond this -deep into the domain of political philosophy.
If there is a seminal text for the embedding of information policy in political philosophy, it is probably the coda of Bell's (1999 Bell's ( [1973 ) The Coming of Post-Industrial Society, entitled 'Agenda for the Future'. This characteristically engaging discussion of major players like Rousseau, Mill and Rawls was a decent effort to work out which political philosophy is most appropriate for the post-industrial societies to which the future allegedly belongs. However, Bell's start was not followed up, at least not within the soi-disant information policy literature. Shalini Venturelli's (1998) meticulous philosophical critique of European information policy notwithstanding, most of the work at this interface is thus still to be done. I do not, for example, recall ever seeing the ethical and political legitimacy of long-range social engineering being evaluated in the context of an information policy discussion. The philosophical theory of the state also needs much greater attention. How, for example, might state interference in the info sphere be defined and justified? And at an even more profound level, someone needs to tell us what exactly the relationship is between the right and the good (deontology and teleology) in the information society thesis. What, indeed, is the meaning of the words 'good' and 'right' in the emotive context of information policy? All of this seems to be wholly uncharted territory. Roszak (1994, p. 21 ) defined futurology, or futures studies (currently its preferred title), as 'an ungainly hybrid of potted social science, Sunday supplement journalism, and soothsaying . . . featuring breezy scenarios of Things to Come pitched at about the intellectual level of advertising copy'. He is wrong; or, at any rate, he is wrong to thus classify everything that emerges from the pens of authors in the field of futures studies. Bell, identified in sober rankings as one of the most influential thinkers of the twentieth century ('The hundred most influential books since the war' 1995), and a former holder of arguably the top chair in social science in the world, at Harvard University, has long been an avid student of the future (e.g. Bell 1965), and was not ashamed to subtitle his post-industrialist magnum opus 'A venture in social forecasting'. Forecasting is indeed one of those comparatively precise modes of futurology that cannot be consigned to the lunatic fringe; and neither can a reference work of the calibre of The Encyclopedia of the Future (Kuran & Molitor 1996) nor a journal such as Futures be denied the status of proficient scholarship. But, if so, information policy must have a particular interest in this field. If information is a master key, if advanced states are metamorphosing in non-negligible ways into information societies, a process driven or at least facilitated by -we must be ever wary of forms of speech redolent of technological determinismnew technologies of information and communication, then information policy has to be understood as an enterprise with one foot in the future. Allusions and tokenism are no longer enough: the nettle needs to be grasped and a systematic interface developed between these two specialisms.
Information policy and futures studies
Information policy as a subset of information society studies
Perhaps the most important characteristic of information policy for the future will be open-endedness, an ability to evolve in its own way without being restricted by any of the traditional disciplines upon which it calls. But where then does it stay? It must be positioned somewhere or other in the intellectual ether, and a proposal worth considering is that it belongs inside the interdisciplinary specialism of information society studies. Defined elsewhere as the macro-level study of the role of information flows and technologies in society (Duff 2001) , information society studies is an appropriate interdisciplinary cluster to which information policy can be attached, as in the schema shown in figure 1 .
The schema, which does not claim to be exhaustive, divides information society studies into two genera, the descriptive or empirical, and the prescriptive or normative. Under the former fall sociological and economic studies of information, in so far as they remain 'positive'. Under the latter falls information policy, as characterized in the present paper, alongside information ethics, another normative field, which, while tending to focus on individual behaviour, also touches on social ethics. Now, given that policy is about social goals and the moral norms that they realize, the schema allows us to say that information policy research seeks to determine the nature of the good information society. Information policy emerges, therefore, as the normative theory of the information society. Perhaps that can serve as a new definition for the specialism, or at any rate as a basis for discussion about its future development.
A final qualification should be made. Believing that information policy should subsist in interdisciplinary space, as a subset of the developing interdisciplinary specialism of information society studies, does not make one blind to academic realpolitik. In the institutional world as presently constructed, information policy, and information society studies generally, is known to be comparatively secure in library and information studies departments and has a presence in schools of communication and media. Cultural studies has also been identified as a viable 'site' (Black 2001, pp. 245-246) . Sociology, too, is a natural affiliation; the same would be true of departments of social policy if they could only overcome their insularity. My claim is merely that these disciplines should be seen as lodging houses and should never become prisons to which information policy must be forever confined. What is really needed (as far as academe is concerned) is the setting up of interdisciplinary research centres in information policy, functioning at university or faculty rather than departmental level. But the trouble with such outfits, as even the Harvard Information Infrastructure Project discovered, is that they are much more vulnerable than conventional departments when the dreaded call goes out for 'resource savings'. The institutional base of the specialism is therefore likely to remain indeterminate for the foreseeable future.
Conclusion: towards a normative theory of the information society
The paper began with an introduction to the idea of the information society and proceeded to calibrate a tradition of policy thinking which grew up alongside this putative information society. The understanding of information policy that emerges from the discussion is a substantive one. While caution needs to be exercised regarding some of what the historical tradition has said on behalf of information policy, particularly with respect to its scope, we should not question the basic legitimacy of the idea of government policies in and for information. On the contrary, policies aiming at arguably desirable specific social goals, such as FOI, privacy, or a just IPR regime, so long as they are not confused with the neo-Bonapartism of an all-encompassing 'national information plan', are to be encouraged. No doubt it is true that some of the claims associated with the information society thesis are either technologically deterministic or, in a more sinister way, 'ideological' (Garnham 2000) , as a healthy body of Left criticism insists. But the information society thesis in its more reflective and restrained forms is not merely a manifestation of false consciousness. I think we can still say that a central objective of civilized nations in the twenty-first century should be to realize the information society. By helping to clarify the nature of information policy, and by identifying some disciplinary directions in which it needs to travel (but not to terminate), this paper hopes to have shown a few of the steps towards a normative theory of the information society.
